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APPLICANT'S FIRST NOTICE OF RELIANCE

Appiicat, by Us altorney, hereby submits this Notice of Reliance pursuant to Rule
2.422(e) of the Trademark Rules of Practice. Specifically, Applicant relies on the below-listed
printed publications, which are available {o the general public m libraries or tn general

circulation, and official records. Copies of these records are attached hereto.
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